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REMARKS 



This Amendment is in response to the Office Action mailed February 23. 2006 In the 
Office Action, claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 TJ.S.C. § 103(a) Applicants respectfully 
traverse these rejection and request reconsideration of the allowability of claims 1-20. 

Request for Exandner's InUrview 

TVs. Pv.^,.n^ resnectfii n v requested to contact the undersigned Hltomey listed hfclow i f 
^ 1i^rTe.:i^Z:^c\^ rlaims are stiU n ^t in rnndition for allowance. Tbi5> telephone conference 
w^nld PreSv facil ^t.te th^ cxaniinatio ^ th. pr..ent annlir.tion. The »pdei^ned attomoy sm 
be reached at ^^e telephone numbe r fisted below. 

Rejection Under 35 aS.C. § J03 

Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sh^ 
(U S Patent No. 6,292,832) in view of StiH (U.S. Patent No. 6,718,390) and Beclcermt^a (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,029,200). AppUcants respecifuUy traverse the rejection because Apnma facie case 
of obviousness has not been establislied. 

As the Examiner is aware, to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic 
criteria most be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either m the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available lo one of ordinary skiU in the art, to modify a 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of 
success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest aU 
oFthe claim limitations. See MPEP §2143; see also Tn Re Fine. 873 F. 2d 1071. 5 V.S P.Q.2D 
1 596 (Fed. Cir. JOSS). Herein, the combined teachings of the cited references fail to describe or 
suggest all of the claim limitations. 

For instance, as set forth in independent claim I, AppUcants respectfully submit that 
neither §hah. Still nor Beckerman. alone or in any combination, teach or suggest the translation 
of a plurality of relative links into a corresponding plurality of absolute links that. . .point to the 
local domains associated with at least two of the plurality of personal content directors. 
Emphasis added. Each absolute link is a superset of a corresponding relative link byjurther 
including a domain name. Emphasis added. 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the OCBce Action that states that Beckjgnnan 
teaches "a system Qiat takes a hyperlink and responds with absolute links in the form of a 
reference file, that file contains a plurality of absolute links which correspond to one or more 
servers that contain the same resource." See Page 3 of the Office Action. Rather, Bcckerman 
teaches the retrieval of a reference file that includes a Ust of resource specifiers that pomt to a 
potential source ofstrearoing data content. See column 5. lines 55-6J ofJieckermfig. Beckcrman 
is directed to teaching of the supply of multiple links for the same resource, which is mconsistent 
with the claimed invention where the absolute links are generated for RTT calculation puiposes 
on subsequent accesses to retrieve content associated with the absolute links. 
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Hence, the combined teachings of Shah, Still and Beckerman arc directed to a process 
where links are modified to absolute links associated with a single local domain and the absolute 
links maybe retrieved from a single reference file, which is contrary to the claimed invention 
that alters relative links into absolute links pointing to multiple local domains. Seepage 12. lines 
6-23 of the subject application. In fact. Applicants respectfully submit that the combination ot 
Shah. StUl and Beckerman teaches away fiom the claimed invention m which the 
^^^^Id^tions are focused to a centralized server (e.g.. distributed director 506, server 206/210) 
and the retrieval of links from a reference file, which is not directed to modification of the 
relative links to absolute links involving at least two local domains as claimed. As defined in 
claim 1 , the absolute link is a superset of the relative link by furtlier including a domain name as 
set forth in an illustrative example on page 12 of the subject apphcation. 

With respect to independent claims 7 and 13, Applicants respectfully submit that neither 
Shah nor SlUi, alone or in combination, teach or suggest (1) the translation of a plurality ol 
^d^ve links into a corresponding plurality cf absolute links with a first absolute linkpomimg to 
a first local domain different fi-om a local domain associcued with the personal content director 
and a second absolute link pointing to a second local domain different fi-om the local dommn 
associated with the personal content director and the first local domain (claim 7) or (2) a first 
personal content director (PCD) of the at least two PCDs that is adapted to translate the relative 
links associated writh llie web page into corresponding absolute links that uniquely point to local 
domains associated with both of the at least two PCDS. Emphasis added. For both of tliese 
claims, the absolute link is defined in the claim as a superset of a relative link of the plurahty of 
relative links by further including the local domain name. Emphasis added. For instance, with 
respect to claim 13, the first and second absolute links are supersets of a first and second relative 
links by fiirther Including the first and second local domain names. 

Applicants respectfully request HaaX the Examiner withdraw the outstanding 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) rejection as ^plied to independent claims 1, 7 and 13. 

Furthennorc, based on the dependency of claims 2-6, 8-12 and 1 4-20 on independent 
claims 1, 7 and 13, which are believed by Applicants to be in condition for allowance, no further 
discussion as to the grounds for traverse is wanranied. Applicants reserve the right to present 
such arguments in an Appeal is wairantod. Withdrawal of the §l03(a) rejection as ^plicd to 
claims 2-6, S-12 and 14-20 is respectfhlly requested. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the remarks made above, it is respectfuUy subimlled that pending claim s 1-20 
define the subject invention over the prior art of record. Thus, Applicants respectfully submit 
that all the pending claims are in condition for allowance, and such action earnestly solicited at 
the earliest possible date. 

Respectfully submitted, 

TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 



Dated: May 23, 2006 




,Sc 

^ ^0. 39,018 

.: (714) 557-3800 (Pacific Coast) 



12400 Wilshirc Boulevard, Seventh Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90025 



j^f^J^TTFICATE OF MAiUNG/TRA NSMISSTON (^7 CFR L8A) 
I hereby certify that this correspondence is, on the date shown below, being' 

MAILING FACSIMILE 

a deposited with the United States Postal Service ^transmitted by facsimile to the Potent and 
as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: Trademark Office. 

Commissioner for Patents, PO Box 1450, 
Alexandria. VA 22111-1450. 



Date: 05/23/2006 



— '^an McFarlane Oate 
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